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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sup-
port the expansion of nuclear power,
and so do the American people. Sev-
enty percent, according to the Nuclear
Energy Institute, believe we should ei-
ther build new or expand existing nu-
clear powerplants. It is the key to our
energy future in several different ways.

I believe we ought to have a robust
goal toward expanding nuclear power,
and that we should work to build 100
nuclear plants as quickly as possible.
We built them quickly in wave of con-
struction, and hopefully, we will be
able to have a cookie-cutter design for
plants that can be used on a regular
basis with good engineering, and be a
step above the plants we have today.

Nuclear energy is a clean source of
domestic energy. It is American-made
energy. It is the kind of energy the
American people support. It has a role
to play in reducing our dependence on
foreign oil and bringing down the price
of gasoline. If we could convert more
cars to utilizing electricity through
plug-in hybrids, then 24-hour-a-day
base load nuclear power can charge
automobile batteries at night when the
grid is not at full demand and a person
can drive 40 miles or so the next day
without using a drop of gasoline.

Nuclear powerplants will provide
long-term economic benefits. It makes
great strides in reducing the amount of
imported oil from foreign countries
and it keeps our wealth at home. It
certainly creates high-paying, clean
American jobs. It is a serious solution
to our energy future. New nuclear
plant construction will supply as much
as 50,000 megawatts of additional clean
and affordable electricity to meet the
demands of a growing economy.

Nuclear power is the most cost-effec-
tive way to generate electricity. While
wind and solar certainly have roles,
they simply will not take us far
enough. The average nuclear produc-
tion costs have declined more than 30
percent in the last 10 years to an aver-
age of 1.7 cents per kilowatt hour. This
includes the cost of operating and
maintaining the plant, purchasing the
nuclear fuel, and paying for the man-
agement of used fuel. The low and sta-
ble cost of nuclear power helps to re-
duce the price of electricity paid by
consumers. We cannot just say that we
need to use energy sources that are
clean; we must also produce electricity
at an affordable price, and nuclear
power meets both of these criteria.

One thing I am disappointed about in
the bill we are working on today, is
how this measure deals with the stor-
age of nuclear waste. Yucca Mountain
was chosen as the government’s loca-
tion for a deep geologic repository for
the safe storage of used nuclear fuel.
All aspects of the geological,
hydrological, geochemical, and envi-
ronmental impacts have been studied,
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including a detailed evaluation of how
conditions might evolve over hundreds
of thousands of years at Yucca Moun-
tain. To date, we have spent more than
25 years and $10 billion on these stud-
ies, and the Department of Energy has
summarized these studies in several
scientific reports which served as the
basis for the 2002 decision to approve
Yucca Mountain as a site repository.
These reports, which included input
from extensive public review and com-
ment, formed the foundation of DOE’s
June 2008 application to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission for a license to
construct the repository.

Ending Yucca Mountain could not
only hinder new nuclear construction,
it could also pose a serious budget
question. The repository is currently
financed through the Nuclear Waste
Fund. Presently, ratepayers pay a one-
tenth of 1 cent fee for every kilowatt
hour of nuclear power they consume.
This is collected through the monthly
utility bill paid by ratepayers.

Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
DOE must review the adequacy of the
Nuclear Waste Fund fee every year.
DOE last performed a fee assessment in
August of 2008, when it found the fee
was adequate. As a result, the total
amount of money paid into the fund is
approximately $750 million per year
and about $1 billion in interest per
yvear. The Congressional Budget Office
cost estimate unit told the House
Budget Committee that CBO could not
estimate what the fee should be:

In light of the [Obama] Administration’s
policy to terminate the Yucca Mountain
project and pursue an alternative means of
waste disposal, there is no current basis to
judge the adequacy of the fee to cover future
costs because the method of disposal and its
lifecycle costs are unknown.

That is certainly true. Therefore,
utilities and regulators are now asking
the Department of Energy to suspend
the fee on nuclear power. Why should
they pay a fee that is supposed to en-
sure their wasted nuclear fuel will be
taken to a repository when this admin-
istration has sought to stop this repos-
itory and seems to be making progress
in that direction?

Suspending payments of the Nuclear
Waste Fund could also complicate gen-
eral budget matters as the Nuclear
Waste Fund is included as a part of the
General Treasury Fund, not a trust
fund, and can be appropriated on an an-
nual basis. The result is that these
funds are often used for purposes other
than the disposal of nuclear waste,
with only IOUs being held to carry out
the fund’s purpose. For example, ac-
cording to CBO, the fund provided $8
billion through 2006 in government
spending that did not contribute to the
deficit. In other words, they took this
money from the fund. So we can see
the issue. If the IOUs are ever paid, the
money must come from somewhere,
and that payment will be scored as an
expenditure of the government. In fact,
if lawsuits filed by utilities paying this
fee to the government are successful,
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we are going to have to spend the
money, according to the law, it seems
to me, for nuclear waste disposal. If so,
where will the money come from? We
will have to find it in some other fash-
ion. If we do like we do everything else
around here, we will just add it to the
deficit, another $8 billion to the cur-
rent debt.

Additionally, we cannot forget that
the Nation’s $11 trillion deficit must
also be factored into the debate. Re-
gardless of what the President’s Blue
Ribbon Commission decides concerning
Yucca Mountain, the DOE will have to
pay for the disposal of nuclear waste.
That is the legal requirement.

There are numerous lawsuits stem-
ming from the delay. The courts have
already found DOE partially in breach
of contract for not taking the used fuel
from the nuclear powerplants as re-
quired in exchange for the nuclear
waste fee they have been paying. This
has resulted in the Federal Govern-
ment paying approximately $300 mil-
lion to utilities in compensation costs,
which is paid out of a judgment fund
and not out of the Nuclear Waste Fund.
They are not paying back the money
with the funds already contributed by
the utilities. They are taking it from
the General Treasury, a judgment fund,
and paying it out of that. And there
may be more judgments coming along.

Also, DOE has appealed judgments
totaling approximately $400 million in
additional cases they may well lose.
That will be another $400 million that
will have to be found and there are
close to 40 lawsuits that have not yet
gone to trial.

According to CBO, because judicial
claims for damages are made retrospec-
tively, many more cases can be ex-
pected in the coming decades as utili-
ties seek to recover their own costs for
storing nuclear waste on site long after
they expected it would be removed to a
permanent disposal site.

The repository is also slated to hold
high-level waste left over from the
Cold War, and the government may be
liable for compensation costs from
States currently hosting defense waste
as well. The Treasury Department has
estimated it will cost DOE about $300
billion to clean up and monitor several
government sites that are contami-
nated with hazardous and radioactive
materials.

I ask my colleagues to listen to that
number. As a result of activities in
early nuclear development, there are
waste sites in the country. The Depart-
ment of Treasury has estimated it will
cost about $300 billion to monitor and
clean up several of those sites. I think
that number is so breathtaking that I
am amazed that more discussion has
not occurred about it. I have raised the
issue with the Department of Energy
and the Department of Defense, as I
serve on both Committees, and I be-
lieve it can be done for less than that.
It has to be done for less than that. We
do not have the $300 billion. We have to
look for a better and more responsible



